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Abstract 
Diversity management is recognised as a major challenge for organizations throughout the world. 
There is broad acceptance that when it comes to all aspects of workforce management major 
differences exist among individuals in terms of age, gender, national origin, physical capability, 
sexuality, religion and others. This chapter discusses the concept, meaning and application of 
managing that difference or ‘diversity’ through programs known as diversity management. It 
identifies and discusses the different contextual and theoretical approaches that frame diversity 
programs found in organizations today. A number of programs within different country contexts are 
examined. The discussion examines the challenges of diversity management its programs and its 
outcomes with a view to understanding the lessons learned and recommending future directions. 
Introduction 
For the past two decades the concept of managing individual difference in the workforce has been 
popular in many Western organizations with calls to manage this “diversity” for the greater good of 
the organization and the individuals in it (Kossek & Lobel 1996).  Paradoxically there is no agreed 
definition for the concept and its description remains unclear, and often contested (Jonsen, 
Maznevski & Schneider 2011).   Indeed there are a range of terms used which include the word 
‘diversity’:- diversity at work, managing diversity, diversity management, workplace diversity; 
productive diversity and others.  The foundation of the concept of managing diversity rests on the 
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idea that an organization’s workforce displays a range of ‘diverse’ characteristics.  The characteristics 
that are included under the heading of ‘diversity’ vary. According to Drucker (2007) diversity 
encompasses many demographic and socio-economic aspects of society including the ageing 
population; the greater reliance on knowledge workers; increases in immigration; the changing role 
of women in the workplace; and the increasing cultural and gender differences in organizations. 
Kirton and Greene (2005) suggest that gender and race can be regarded as the major organizing 
principles of diversity in the labour market, with disability, age and sexual orientation being other 
features of workforce diversity.  But many interpretations of diversity go further than these labour 
market demographic groups. For example, Heery and Noon (2001: 215), in the Oxford Dictionary of 
Human Resource Management, describe diversity as ‘the concept of recognizing the wide variety of 
qualities possessed by people within an organization.’ The concept ‘emphasizes the individuality of 
people, and the importance of valuing each person for his or her unique combination of skill, 
competences, attributes, knowledge, personality traits, etc.’ ‘Managing diversity’ or having an 
organizational diversity program is ‘the concept of recognizing the wide variety of qualities 
possessed by people within an organization’ (Heery and Noon 2001, p. 215). Other writers take this 
notion further to include the idea of changing the way the organization operates and terms such as 
‘productive diversity’, ‘valuing diversity’ and others are used (Cope & Kalantzis 1997). Diversity 
therefore can be understood as contextually specific and linked to the demographic and socio-
political features of a particular population and its workforce. 
This chapter investigates organizational programs for managing diversity and systems of human 
resource management to identify the challenges of current organizational approaches. Our focus is 
on OECD economies which are relatively wealthy and in general have a history of institutional 
support for equity and diversity goals, with examples of policies and practice from the United 
Kingdom, United States of America and Australia.  The chapter begins by discussing what diversity 
and managing diversity is and then proceeds to examine the relationship between managing 
diversity and business goals.   Managing diversity programs are then examined and the relationship 
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between these policies and current practices in HRM evaluated. The chapter concludes by looking to 
the future of managing diversity discussing strategies and policies and research to support new 
directions in diversity management. 
What is Managing Diversity?  
The term ‘managing diversity’ is now broadly used to include a range of legislated and non-legislated 
processes for managing difference in the workplace. Thomas (1990) identified ‘managing diversity’ 
as a process by which organizations could create an environment that encourages all employees to 
reach their full potential in pursuing company objectives. He called the process ‘managing diversity’ 
to reflect the importance of ‘management’ in creating such an environment. Thomas (1991; 1996) 
suggested the process of managing diversity offers a means of developing the full potential of every 
individual in the organization. Konrad, Prasad and Pringle (2006, p.8) advocate a definition of 
diversity that ‘emphasizes intergroup interaction and is inclusive of power differences, rather than 
focusing on individual differences’.    
One reason for the promotion of managing diversity programs was to overcome the failure of 
legislated affirmative action in the USA which, Thomas (1990) argued, had not achieved equity goals, 
largely because it did not deal with the root causes of prejudice and inequality. Researchers in the 
UK (Wilson & Iles 1999) echo these views for their country. While there is debate about exactly what 
constitutes policies and programs variously labeled ‘diversity’ and ‘managing diversity’ (Bacchi 2000; 
Kirton & Greene 2005) a universal factor includes the incorporation of  elements of organizational 
and culture change. 
A major complexity when discussing managing diversity is that it is often intertwined with the 
compliance of national legislation covering non-discrimination and equal opportunity in 
employment. As managing diversity is a product of the 1990s, in many countries it comes after such 
legislation and today lies alongside a continuing expansion of legislation encouraging a mix of 
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approaches utilized by organizations to manage inequality, discrimination, individual difference and 
exclusion.  This presents a dichotomy and a challenge for organizational policies and practices as 
legislation usually follows a social group based approach to achieving equality of opportunity while a 
managing diversity approach frequently emphasizes a range of differences possessed by an 
individual.  Hence questions of difference and sameness between legislated and managing diversity 
approaches are in essence, country specific.  
Much of the literature has categorized the managing diversity approach as a higher or better level of 
organizational program when compared to anti-discrimination, affirmative action or equal 
opportunity (for example Gill 1996, p.34; Maxwell et al. 2001, p.469). Implicit in these arguments is 
the idea that managing diversity programs will achieve improved equity and inclusion outcomes (see 
for example Wilson & Iles 1999). Wilson and Iles (1999) argue that the paradigm of managing 
diversity is internally driven and based on organizational objectives (compared to equal 
opportunities based on legal and moral arguments); and, the managing diversity agenda is an 
investment in organizational goals (compared to equal opportunities which is formal and minimalist 
with organizations only needing to reach set targets). Others support the view that the managing 
diversity approach offers an extension of other approaches (Thomas, 1990, 1991, 1996; Liff, 1999).  
But again there is a lack of agreement among scholars on this point.  Still further researchers argue 
that managing diversity is radically different from earlier organizational approaches such as 
affirmative action (Kandola & Fullerton, 1994; Thomas & Ely, 1996) because managing diversity 
offers an alternative individually based approach, set against the group and collective approaches of 
affirmative action or equal opportunity.  
The managing diversity approach is also not without its critiques. Bacchi (2000) suggests the change 
from legislated equal opportunity to ‘managing diversity’, with an emphasis on individual values and 
individual manager responsibilities, has weakened any obligations to legislative equal opportunity. 
Replacing collective goals with responsibilities for reporting and setting targets through a voluntarist 
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process that may or may not include equity targets can result in outcomes that are very conditional 
on the individual organizational programs and managerial discretion.  Thomas (1996) also suggests 
that the managing diversity approach implemented through substantive culture and organizational 
change may take up to 25 years, so speed is not one of its virtues.  
A prominent feature of the diversity discourse is that it fails to recognise the past disadvantage or 
discrimination against identifiable groups in the labour market. Yet these remain a feature of most 
labour markets, where ongoing division, inequality and exclusion are recurring features (ILO, 2007). 
There is a history of division in the labour market based on race, gender, ethnicity among other 
attributes, with immigrants, for example, often located in precarious and clandestine jobs (Burgess 
and Connell, 2009), and indigenous populations among the most marginalised groups in the labour 
market (Dyer 2010). Women have traditionally been segregated into service and caring occupations 
that are frequently low-paid and often associated with irregular forms of employment (Whitehouse 
and Frino, 2003).  The International Labour Organization ILO (2011) has highlighted these divisions 
and forms of exclusion through its Decent Work Agenda which seeks to highlight that millions of 
workers worldwide are employed under conditions that exclude them from fundamental rights and 
conditions (such as equal pay, anti-discrimination legislation, and the right to bargain) Many of these 
issues of labour market inequalities have been variously addressed through national legislation 
which attempts to remove current discrimination and historical disadvantage, and, to a lesser 
extent, promote organizational programs with equity aims (Burgess et al in Strachan, French and 
Burgess 2010, pg 18).  
Managing Diversity and Business Goals 
The business case for managing diversity identifies the need for organizations to increase and 
respond to various aspects of employee differences to enable the better harnessing of talents and 
abilities of all employees in response to an increasingly complex and dynamic environment (O'Leary 
& Weathington 2006).  The business interest in workplace diversity had its origins in three basic 
arguments (Konrad 2003). First, a diverse labour force requires businesses to attract, retain and 
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recruit from a diverse labour pool as the traditional white male share of the labour force declines. 
Second, changes in the business environment such as globalisation and social reporting (including 
diversity management) requires organizations to be able to respond to a more diverse customer 
base, meet more extensive reporting requirements and  satisfy a more diverse group of 
stakeholders. Third, recognition that possessing a workforce that is representative of the population 
can have advantages in terms of problem-solving, marketing and creativity tasks because diverse 
groups contain a greater variety of information, experience, perspectives and cognition. However, 
there is conflicting evidence regarding the extent to which diversity can deliver that competitive 
advantage in business. Some scholars advocate that managing diversity can assist with 
competitiveness as businesses deal with "an increasingly diverse workforce, a multicultural customer 
base, and a growing challenge for market share from international competitors" (Kreitz 2008, p. 
106).  In contrast, advocates of social identity theory (see Bassett-Jones 2005) argue that diversity 
damages cohesiveness, reduces communication and produces in-groups and out-groups resulting in 
discord, distrust, poor service quality and a lack of customer focus and market orientation. These 
mixed arguments of the effects of diversity provoked Milliken and Martins (1996) to identify 
diversity in the organization as a "doubled edged sword" (see O'Leary & Washington, 2006 p. 285).  
While scholars debate the effectiveness of managing diversity programs to deliver business and 
competition outcomes, some question the very foundation of managing diversity and its reliance on 
the business case. They argue that the business case is not sufficient to deliver the social goals of 
equity and justice (Dickens 1994, 1999; Noon 2007; Syed & Kramar 2009). Regardless of the 
arguments for and against the business case, organizations are generally driven by a business 
imperative and the need to maximize stakeholder returns.  Addressing diversity as a key strategic 
requirement, through HR strategy and policy "signals that diversity is a core part of the organization 
and is unequivocally, unconditionally valued" (Richard & Johnson 2001 in Oyler & Pryor, 2009, p. 
436). 
Managing diversity programs 
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Given that there is a general lack of definition as to exactly what constitutes diversity and its 
‘management’, and the fact that national labour market demographics and legislation differ 
between countries, it is hard to say exactly what should be included in diversity programs.   
Arrendondo (1996, in Jonsen, Maznevski, & Schneider 2011, p.38) describes these programs as "a 
strategic organizational approach to workforce diversity development, organizational culture change 
and empowerment of the workforce".   Organizations operate within national legislation which 
usually enforces no discrimination and promotes equal opportunities in employment. Kossek and 
Pichler (2006, in Konrad & Yang 2011) believe that the best diversity management practices 
incorporate these aspects by accomplishing three goals: (a) promote perceptions of organizational 
justice and inclusion, (b) reduce discrimination, and (c) improve financial competitiveness. Thus 
programs come in a variety of forms, the critical components of which include initiatives to recruit, 
promote and retain a diverse group of employees (Jayne & Dipboye 2004).  
Diversity initiatives in the USA, the UK and Australia have emerged against changes operating at 
both societal and organizational levels. Their populations are increasingly diverse and enhancing 
diversity at work is the logical response to changing demographics and good social policy. There is no 
doubt that versions of managing diversity have been adopted by both the public and private sector 
in these countries but there has been an uneven spread in the uptake across countries and 
organizations. In many countries public organizations are rapidly implementing diversity programs 
but there appears to be confusion as to what needs to be undertaken.  In a survey of HRM managers 
in the USA, Kellough and Naff (2004) found that 90 per cent of federal agencies adopted formal 
diversity management programs with an inconsistent approach taken to the implementation of 
initiatives. This suggests managers are unclear how to approach and utilize diversity programs. Pitts 
and Wise (2010) investigated the link between workforce diversity and organizational performance 
in the public sector through a review of 89 research articles that appeared from 2000 to 2008 
focusing on the dimensions of diversity and research methodology. Their findings indicate that 
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scholars provided little practical assistance to HRM practitioners about how their organizations 
might leverage diversity for greater efficiency or effectiveness.  
Some national studies allow further insights into the nature of these programs, how they work and 
how far they have spread. In the UK the 2004 Workplace Employment Relations Survey (WERS) 
identified only 18 per cent of British workplaces as having procedures to encourage applications 
from groups such as women, ethnic minority employees, older and disabled employees or the 
unemployed (Walsh 2007). The first comprehensive diversity management survey conducted 
nationally in the UK in 2006-2007 identified that only 10 per cent of the private sector and 51.7 per 
cent of the public sector conducted impact assessment to measure diversity (Klarsfeld 2010). 
Further, the majority of organizations in the U.K. do not collect data on the business benefits of 
diversity, nor set diversity objectives. Yet recent decades have seen substantial immigration of 
different ethnic groups into the UK which has created a society so diverse that the term ‘super-
diversity’ has been coined in an attempt to convey the diversification of diversity (Vertovec 2007).  
The business case for diversity was enthusiastically adopted by the previous Labour Government in 
the UK (Guerrier & Wilson 2011) but it is unclear what diversity policies are currently being 
implemented. A study undertaken by Greene and Kirton (2011) of a UK public service organization 
with well-established diversity management identified that the implementation of diversity 
management policies depended on the individual manager.  The outcome indicates that through a 
lack of understanding or due to competing pressures, many choose to ignore or not prioritise 
diversity issues, resulting in disparities between practices in different sections of the organization 
(Greene & Kirton, 2011).  
The inconsistency and uncertainty of practice in the implementation of diversity initiatives is a 
constant finding in the literature. For example, Fullerton & Kandola (2005) conducted in-depth 
interviews with managers, HR specialists and employees across three distinct business units of a 
long-established UK major high-street retailer.  Their findings identified difficulties experienced by 
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these managers in the operationalizing of diversity management based on a conceptual confusion 
about how it differs from equal opportunities and the demands of other work priorities.   
In Australia the legislation requires larger private sector companies to institute organizational 
programs that promote equity for women and, in the public sector for women and Indigenous 
people, those from non-English speaking backgrounds and people with a disability (Strachan French 
and Burgess, 2010; Strachan, Burgess and Sullivan 2004).  In the public sector managing diversity is 
influenced by a government (non-legally) binding policy known as “Productive Diversity”, which 
seeks to align diversity management with the national economic reform agenda (Bakalis, Levenson & 
Joyner, 2009). The Public Service Act 1999 (PSA)requires the Australian Public Service (APS)  to 
develop and establish workplace diversity programs which focus on the links between diversity and 
organizational effectiveness and the elimination of discrimination on the grounds of gender, race or 
ethnicity (Syed & Kramar, 2010). The key indicators of diversity management used in the APS include 
informing staff of their rights and responsibilities under anti-discrimination provisions and 
legislation; the promotion of fairness in employment and helping employees to establish a work life 
balance; establishment of recruitment and selection processes that are sensitive to the diverse 
backgrounds of prospective applications; and the use of feedback mechanisms such as staff surveys 
to identify staff satisfaction. Syed and Kramar (2010) conclude that this approach to diversity 
management is a narrow one, focussing on individuality rather than addressing the inclusion of 
ethnic/racial and religious minority groups and individuals.  
In the Australian private sector, diversity management represents a voluntary corporate strategy 
and research has identified a limited application or integrated approach to diversity management.  
Bakalis, Levenson and Joyner (2009) found that of 1,500 Australian companies surveyed in 2001 
more than 51 percent did not have a written diversity management policy.  Organizations that do 
implement such programs utilised four approaches in equity and diversity management to meet 
legislative requirements, with a range of outcomes (French 2001).  Many Australian organizations 
 11 
have only implemented diversity initiatives in order to respond to a tight labour market (Burgess, 
French and Strachan 2009), due in part to a lack of appreciation or application of the productive 
potential of diversity within organizational operations Pyke (2005). This may be problematic as 
diversity is recognised as a key feature of Australia's national identity continuing to influence socio-
cultural and economic potential (Syed & Kramar 2010). 
There is also a lack of systematic and convincing evidence about the overall impact of diversity 
initiatives (Gonzalez & DeNisi 2009). In 1998, a not-for-profit group of business leaders in the USA 
set up the Business Opportunities for Leadership Diversity (BOLD) initiative, which established a 
collaborative study into the effects of workplace diversity on corporate performance (Jehn & Kochan 
2001). This study incorporated a five year large-scale field research project to examine the 
relationships between diversity and business performance (Kochan, Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, 
Jehn, Leonard, Levine, & Thomas 2003). The findings were unable to identify any direct effects 
(either positive or negative) of diversity on performance arguing that HRM practitioners pay little 
analytical attention to diversity issues in organizations. The study identified a need for strategies to 
better measure the impact of managing a diverse workforce, in support of a business case for its 
implementation and management.  The business case for managing diversity effectively, it was 
determined, requires a sustained, systemic approach and long-term organizational commitment.  
Similar findings in relation to outcomes were reported in a study by Holmes (2005) facilitated by the 
Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) and Fortune magazine.  This research identified 
that although more than 75 per cent of the surveyed organizations had engaged in some type of 
diversity activity or initiative such as diversity recruitment, training and education, community 
outreach, or diversity-related career development there were little identifiable outcomes.  
While more organizations than ever emphasize diversity as a core element in their business there is 
a lack of empirical research investigating any relationship between managing diversity programs and 
organizational outcomes. Relatively few of these initiatives have been seen to make a substantial 
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impact on overall performance.  One reason attributed to the lack of success is the failure to connect 
diversity programs to organizational performance systems and processes such as strategic planning, 
performance management, compensation, and human resource development (Cox 2001; Holmes 
2005). Other writers reflect on the complexity of organizational activities. Choi (2010) attempts to 
explain inconsistent research results regarding the effects of diversity on organizational outcomes, 
as being indicative of a more complex relationship which may be moderated by effects of contextual 
factors, such as organizational culture and demographic characteristics of group members and 
supervisors. Herdman and McMillan-Capehart (2010) argue that it is a lack of understanding of the 
intermediary process mechanisms, such as senior management attitudinal and perceptual views 
which affect the efficiency of organizational diversity programs.   
Managing Diversity through Human Resources Structures 
In understanding where diversity management fits within human resource management it is possible 
to see diversity management and diversity goals operating at a number of levels and in concert with 
Human Resource Management (HRM) structures. In the short term diversity management is used to 
satisfy legislative and reporting requirements, and to attract and retain staff; in the long term to 
develop human resources and to align the workforce to the realisation of organizational goals.  HRM 
had its foundation in two US based models.  The Harvard Model, developed by Beer and colleagues 
(1985) (Prowse & Prowse, 2010), emphasises communication, teamwork, and the utilization of 
individual talents, advocating a 'soft' HRM approach. In contrast, the Michigan model, by Fombrun, 
Tichy and Devanna (1984), presents a ‘hard’ approach to HRM and introduces the concept of 
strategic human resource management (Prowse & Prowse, 2010). Essentially, soft HRM draws on the 
Human Relations School and emphasises the long term maximization of human potential and 
intellectual capital requiring a sensitive and complex management approach. Conversely, hard HRM 
focuses on the short-term control of labour resources and emphasises the quantitative, calculative 
and strategic aspects of managing human resources as another economic factor of production 
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(Davidson, McPhail &Barry 2010). A key element in this perspective is the requirement that the 
functions of an organization’s HRM practice 'fit' with one another in supporting its strategy (Schuler, 
1989).  Keenoy (1997 in Watson, 2004, p. 454) argues that "dominant conceptual-analytical 
interpretive scheme", within the HRM field identifies that managers need to adopt one of these 
dimensions.  However, as noted by Kane, Crawford & Grant (1999) the "soft'' and "hard'' views of 
HRM are embedded at the theoretical level, but they have not, with the exception of a few 
organizations, been translated into practice, suggesting a gap between the espoused theory and 
theory in practice. 
The 21st century has brought a greater a focus on high performance workplaces, talent management, 
and the re-examination of what strategic HRM means in terms of structure, whilst human capital 
and knowledge management are becoming key themes for organizations (Baird 2008).  A change in 
the approach to HRM theory and practice has occurred in response to changes in the broader social, 
legal and political climate as well as organizational demands for efficiency (Van Buren, Greenwood & 
Sheehan 2011). A significant trend in HRM theory and practice has been toward making the function 
more supportive of organizational strategies transforming HRM into strategic human resource 
management (SHRM). While the origins of SHRM can be traced back more than a century (Moore & 
Gardner 2004) the trend in the modern era was first posited by Schuler and Jackson (1987). The 
authors built upon the work of Miles and Snow (1984) who argued  that different strategy types 
(cost reduction, quality improvement, and innovation) require different types of employee role 
behaviours to fit the strategy, and that HR practices should be used to ensure those behaviours take 
place.  The exact definition and nature of SHRM have been debated in the literature and a number of 
different frameworks and competing theoretical approaches to SHRM are apparent (Lengnick-Hall, 
Lengnick-Hall, Andrade, & Drake 2009).   
Despite conceptual differences the general consensus is that SHRM involves the recognition of 
organizations human resources as essential to the achievement of organization goals, the 
acceptance and co-ordination of human resource practices at all organizational levels, and the 
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strategic integration of human resource policies into organizational planning and decision making 
(Moore & Gardner, 2004).  In developing a strategic approach to managing diversity Kossek and 
Lobel (1996) suggest organizations can view increasing diversity as an end in itself; to meet legal 
requirements or to address the changing demographics in the market place.   
Designing Structures, Strategies and Policies to support Diversity  
Incorporating diversity management into HRM structures has resulted in the development of 
different categories of formalised HRM structures, strategies and policies, with questions and 
limitations regarding their effectiveness identified through the indicators of the employment status 
of specific groups.  The majority of the research cited here relates to so called “equity” programs and 
to the position of women or those from different cultural backgrounds within organizations, and this 
is reflective of where most of the research has been undertaken. In investigating whether the effects 
of equity legislation (including anti-discrimination and equal opportunity legislation mentioned 
earlier) focused on the employment status of protected groups or formalised HRM structures 
Konrad and Linnehan (1995) identified two HR structures, those that explicitly and formally include 
demographic group identity into human resource decisions and those that do not.  Identity blind 
structures are those designed to ensure that the HR decision making process is the same for each 
individual regardless of any identity differences.  Identity conscious structures include the 
demographic group identity in the decision making process (Konrad and Linnehan 1995).  Results 
show that the use of identity conscious HR structures were found to be significantly and positively 
associated with some of the indicators of employment status of women and for people of colour.  In 
contrast, identity blind HR decision structures were not associated with indicators of employment 
status of women or people of colour.  Research also indicates that identity conscious structures are 
less prevalent in organizations than identity blind structures.  In a similar study of almost 2000 
Australian organizations over 100 persons in size, French (2001) found that approximately one 
quarter of Australian organizations (n=618) implemented identity conscious strategies and that 
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these strategies were significantly linked to increased numbers of women in management and 
across all management tiers in these organizations.  In addition it was noted that more organizations 
utilised identity blind structures (n=699) with limited or no links to any of the measures of increased 
status of women.  While 244 organizations did not implement any equity strategies subscribing to 
the view that market pressures were driving their strategies, and 401 organizations reported their 
implementation of identity neutral rather than identity blind decision structures.  Identity neutral 
decision structures involved more than the non-recognition of gender in the decision process but the 
recognition of the need to change organizational culture to suit the needs of people of both genders 
equally.  However neither the identity neutral structures nor the market driven HR structures were 
significantly linked to any indicators of increased numbers of women at work or women in 
management.   
In a study of equity and diversity policy implementation across two industries in Australia (the 
female dominated finance industry and the male dominated transport industry) 300 “equity” 
program reports were reviewed (French & Strachan 2007; 2009).  Results indicate that organizations 
take a range of approaches to implementing equity and diversity policies with various outcomes.  
Over 50 per cent of all organizations in the finance and transport industries did not address equity or 
diversity in their HR employment practices. This failure was noted across all major HR policy areas, 
including recruitment and selection, promotion and transfer; and, training and development as well 
as work organization and conditions of service.  Relatively few organizations in either industry 
implemented identity conscious strategies in recruitment and selection; promotion and transfer and 
training and development.  Those organizations that implemented identity neutral strategies utilised 
them in the HR areas of work organization and conditions of service.   French and Strachan (2009) 
speculate that the increasing recognition of parents’ needs to combine work and family 
responsibilities may drive organizations to rely on these HR areas to deliver on equity and diversity.  
However substantive equity outcomes are unlikely to result from single policy types (French & 
Maconachie 2004; Sheridan 1998; Kanter 1977).  Indeed this study examined the relationship 
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between the equity and diversity policies implemented and the numbers of women in management.  
Organizational size was the only contributing factor to increased numbers of women in management 
in those finance and transport organizations.  None of the strategic activities across of the HR policy 
areas was a significant indicator of increased status of women in employment or women in 
management (French 2001).   
Other studies of the effectiveness of different organizational approaches to managing equity and 
diversity have produced mixed results.  In a study of women in the banking industry in Australia, 
Metz (2003) found that women were advancing into management chiefly on their own merits – their 
knowledge and their skills, indeed their human capital - supporting Ragins and Sundstrom’s 1989 
model that women’s managerial advancement is related principally to factors in the individual 
environment, including education levels, years of work experience and access to appropriate child 
care, rather than to any organizational factors.  However, in a small study (n=98) of early career 
women in Australia (Burke, Burgess & Fallon 2006) five years of organizational practices aimed as 
supporting and developing professional and managerial women were examined and different results 
emerged.  All five areas – management; policy; administration; training and development and 
recruitment and external relations were significantly and positively correlated, indicating  
performance at high (or low) levels in one area predicted the same performance (high or low) in the 
other areas.   That is, organizations in this study that had policies in one area also had policies in the 
other areas to provide a broad support base for addressing equity and diversity.  The women who 
experienced these supportive organizational practices also acknowledged greater job and career 
satisfaction and higher levels of psychological wellbeing. 
HR structures are influential in addressing equity and diversity but so too is policy type.  Kanter 
(1977) identified three different policy types used in equity management; namely social structural 
policies related to changes in structure and culture with organizations to accommodate difference; 
role related policies designed to address specific difference between women’s and men’s roles at 
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work and home; and so called temperamental policies aimed at overcoming the often identified 
deficiencies in women’s knowledge skills and abilities at work.   Sheridan (1998) found that in 
addition to the three policy types Kanter (1977) identified, specific “opportunity policies” defined as 
programs used to enhance women’s career opportunities at work were being implemented. French 
and Maconachie (2004) identified the further policy of “support policies” defined as programs 
offering support and inclusivity opportunities for specific employees particularly those working in 
areas lacking substantial numbers of women such as non-traditional areas of work and management. 
Findings indicate that identity conscious decision making in the social structural policy areas that 
support women and men and their careers needs, namely recruitment and selection; promotion and 
transfer; and training and development, promote both wellbeing and the entry of more women into 
management roles.  While the better integration of work and family responsibilities and better 
conditions of service continue to facilitate women’s entry into the workforce is the soft option in 
equity and diversity management, as it does not address the hard fact of the lack of opportunities 
for women to access management positions.  Without explicit support by top management for 
structural and cultural change the numbers of women in management remain low.   
The issue of gender equity is but one important challenge in designing and implementing diversity 
management strategies and it affects structures, policies and outcomes within workplaces.  But it is 
not the only challenge. As Kirton and Greene (2005) suggested, gender and race are two major 
organizing principles of diversity, but developing an inclusive environment where all members can 
flourish is an important function of managing diversity (Kossek & Lobel 1996). Mor Barak (2011, pg 
323) asserts that “The goal of diversity management is not to assimilate people of diverse 
characteristics into the dominate culture but to create a social, legislative, and organizational 
environment that respects and values individual differences”.  
There are few systematic studies examining the dynamics of diversity management practices within 
the HR structures of organizations.  Drawing on in-depth interviews with recruitment specialists 
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from employment agencies one Australian study interrogated the front stage and backstage talk 
which shapes organizational structures and practice to discover its culturally laden construct (Wong, 
in Strachan, French and Burgess 2010).  Although skills and qualifications are formally touted as 
essential meritorious benchmarks in recruitment, these markers are subsumed and subordinated to 
a particularistic workplace culture that privileges and normalises a rather specific mainstream (in this 
case, white Australian) discourse.  In this study recruiters’ judgments from five focus group sessions 
were summarised.  They fell into four distinctive analytic categories, covering intelligibility, body 
language, technical expertise and workplace values.  What was different about this study is that 
unlike numerous studies that investigate the critical gate keeping role of the interview in an 
intercultural context, this study investigated the hidden process of the appointment that follows the 
interview where interviewees are talked about in an informal and relatively uncensored process 
where benchmarks and authoritative evaluative judgments and decisions are arrived at.  Recruiters 
demonstrated certain expectations of how candidates would conduct themselves and these 
expectations were revealed in the informal comments made after the initial judgments backstage.  
The dominant ideal candidate who speaks slowly, makes eye contact, seems friendly, and might joke 
about sport, listens to and answers questions by responding methodically and looks trustworthy 
conforms to a ‘colourless’, bland environment where differences remain invisible in the name of 
“cultural fit” for the organization.  If the goal of managing diversity is to celebrate difference as a 
positive influence on organizational creativity and innovation, the reality appears to be poles apart.   
Implementing Diversity Programs  
 
The results of diversity management strategies and structures remains imprecise and patchy as 
some organizations are better than others in turning their intentions into practice.  The following 
three studies provide an example across three continents and indicate that organizations are 
implementing practices to manage diversity informed by their changing demographics, influenced by 
EEO legislation and controlled by top management viewpoints. Approaches taken are wide ranging 
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including an application through both hard and soft structures of human resources with policies to 
address aspects of equity and inclusivity.  Individual and group applications are evident.  Managing 
diversity in practice continues to maintain a link with EEO and organizational size remains a 
significant indicator of managing diversity applications. 
In the UK, a longitudinal research project of managing diversity at the BBC Scotland office 
corroborates the theory that the managing diversity definition centres on the individual with 
organizational outcomes for managing diversity in recruitment, creativity, competitive advantage 
and corporate image (Maxwell 2004). Analysis indicates that managing diversity is enabled by, and 
to some extent bounded by, the equal opportunities law.  The BBC Scotland case also underlines the 
importance of top management support and organizational culture as an important dimension in the 
implementation of diversity initiatives.  
In Australia, analysis of 15 equity reports across a range of industries including retail, mining, 
transport, IT, engineering, charity, legal services, and manufacturing, submitted to the Equal 
Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agency (a government agency administering EEO 
legislation) and identified as exemplars in terms of their EEO programs were examined.  EEO 
programs were often conflated with managing diversity (Burgess, French and Strachan 2009).  Many 
of the organizations discussed EEO and Managing Diversity as though the terms were 
interchangeable - classifying their programs under the label of diversity management or equating 
them with EEO programs for women employees with diversity management for all.  The 
organizations judged as 'best practice' tended to integrate managing diversity with standard human 
resource management functions such as recruitment and selection procedures, and particularly the 
instigation or expansion of flexible work arrangements.  The large organizations (those with over 
4,000 employees) specifically linked managing diversity strategies with their overall business goals.  
Most of the smaller organizations also made the link with their organizational strategy.  All the 
organizations framed their programs within an organizational business case. Most quantified savings 
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to the organization in some way, citing more female recruitment, increased retention and higher 
return rates from maternity leave.  At one level managing diversity and EEO were observed to 
represent a form of public relations and also placed within the context of good corporate citizenship.  
At another level, managing diversity reflected the realities of a changing workforce composition: as 
Thomas (2001) noted in the USA, (and applicable in Australia) the reality is that the workforce is 
becoming more feminised, older and with growing numbers of immigrant workers from non-
European origins (Sappey et al 2006: ch.3).  At another level, the rise of managing diversity and the 
formal EEO program requirement is also linked to the rise of human resource management 
programs and strategic HRM within large organizations. This gives a strategic edge to managing 
diversity programs and links managing diversity to organizational performance. However, the HRM 
driver is not without its limitations, especially if the HR programs are of the 'hard' variety where cost 
and efficiency goals take precedence over “softer” equity objectives (Kirton and Greene 2005).  
In a study of 58 municipalities in North Carolina USA, and their managing diversity practices, findings 
indicate that most cities in North Carolina did not seem to take diversity and its related issues 
seriously (Hur, Stickland and Stefanovic 2010).  More cities identified as adopting diversity practises 
such as empowerment, diversity training, implementing diversity outreach programs, promoting 
senior management involvement in diversity planning, and affirmative action planning. These 
practices equate with the ‘soft’ approach to managing diversity.  Those cities that recognised 
diversity and its related issues as more serious used the ‘hard’ approach linking diversity 
management practices to mission, planning, policy, training, and involvement. The least popular 
practices among cities were mentoring, internships, resourcing, advocating and establishing a 
diversity committee.  Findings also indicate that population size, heterogeneity of population, and 
urbanization affect the emphasis that the cities place on diversity and its management. In general, 
managers' backgrounds were not related with diversity management practice. Only the manager's 
age was determined to have a significant relationship with the diversity management practice. 
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Municipal governments with older managers in were more likely to have higher numbers of diversity 
management practices.   
Limitations, Conclusions and the Future 
The findings of the diversity management initiatives across the three jurisdictions of UK, Australia 
and the US, suggest a lack of effective and consistent assistance provided in the literature for HR 
managers charged with balancing demands of equity and performance. Curtis and Dreachslin (2008) 
identified that specific diversity interventions undertaken to improve organizational performance 
were not well researched in the laboratory, classroom, or field. A major concern raised suggests the 
studies analysed showed a lack of deliberate gathering and analysis of data to evaluate the 
outcomes of diversity interventions. Pitts (2006) explains the problem as one of collecting research; 
suggesting organizations do not allow access to relevant information as they do not wish researchers 
to discover that their diversity programs are not working.  It is also argued that this field of research 
lacks ties to comprehensive theoretical models for understanding organizational diversity which 
leads to confusion over causal influences and makes any research on the issue exploratory and the 
generalizing of the findings problematic (Pitts 2006; Marquis, Lim, Scott, Harrell & Kavanagh 2007).  
Research continues to focus on individual initiatives rather than on diversity strategies and does 
little to identify solutions to challenges encountered in the implementation of programs with 
practices described in the abstract without any practical advice or specific methods of 
implementation to address HRM practice or the interests of the HRM practitioner (Kossek, Lobel & 
Brown 2006; Rynes, Giluk & Brown 2007).  
Karsten, Maznevski and Schneider (2011) raise the concern of “informational diversity” in diversity 
research. Defined as “differences in knowledge bases and perspectives that members bring to the 
group” (Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale 1999 in Homan, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu 2007, p. 
1189) informational diversity is seen as lacking in the postgraduate educational background of 
authors of the most influential diversity articles (defined as those with more than 100 citations). 66 
per cent of authors hold degrees in psychology (including social and organizational psychology); 62 
 22 
per cent held degrees in management (including organizational behaviour and theory); noting that 
anthropology, history, sociology and biology were predominately absent Jonsen, Maznevski, and 
Schneider (2011).   
Further, the education of new HRM practitioners is also called into question.  The design and 
delivery of diversity courses tends to be based on prevailing business norms (Stewart, Crary, & 
Humberd 2008) and tends to focus on the business case (Kulik & Roberson 2008) where diversity 
management is characterised as a function of human resource management (Pitts 2006).  Yet, HRM 
theory and practice is underpinned by a unitarist ideology.  The “unitarist approach" towards HRM, 
according to Moore and Gardner (2004, in Geare, Edgar, & McAndrew 2006) is one "in which the 
common interests between employers and employees are assumed". Proponents of the unitarist 
perspective argue that conflict is a result of poor management! This creates a paradox for HRM 
practitioners in planning diversity programs as conflict is recognised as inherent within a diverse 
workforce (Jayne and Dipboye 2004).  This contradiction for the practitioner may be exacerbated by 
other factors such as resentment and defensiveness. In a review of the diversity literature and 
pedagogy, Stewart, Crary and Humberd (2008) suggest that while academics may espouse teaching 
inclusion associated with diversity, they may (unknowingly) teach exclusion by making distinctions 
between groups. The approach of highlighting non-dominant group perspectives can evoke feelings 
of resentment and defensiveness among students which can minimise the likelihood of substantive 
learning or an attitude change Stewart, Crary & Humberd (2008).   
Diversity management has emerged as a major challenge for organizations across the globe. While 
there are mandatory programs that address workforce discrimination and equal employment 
opportunity, diversity management is more holistic in terms of its view of the workforce and it is 
voluntarist. At the same time it is layered on top of existing legislative programs that address 
workforce discrimination and exclusion.  The business case supports diversity management 
programs as a means of achieving competitive advantage through strategic human resource 
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management involving the developing and nurturing the people resources of organizations to realise 
corporate goals. However, when it comes to practice it is clear that there are many different types of 
diversity management programs that are in place, acknowledging different drivers of the programs, 
and different goals to which they are aligned.   Mir, Mir and Wong (2006) identify the strategic issues 
of viewing the global movement of labour through postcolonial theoretical lens and the global 
movement of money which seeks to recreate ‘the local’ in the image of ‘the dominant global’; the 
changing nature of work and the everyday resistances to these changes in the workplace as the 
current challenges in managing diversity.  The challenge for employers to reap the benefits of a 
diverse workforce is the adoption of a broad vision of inclusivity encompassing four levels, the 
organization, its community, and its national and international environments (Mor Barak 2011).  
Facilitating individual employees into the decision structures and information networks of the 
organization has its own barriers.  Mor Barak (2011) identifies discrimination, prejudice and the 
perception of a lack of job security, at the micro level of the organization as barriers to the inclusive 
organization.  The challenge for researchers remains the need to better track diversity programs, 
and importantly to interpret and evaluate their effectiveness not only in realising organizational 
goals but in also realising the broader societal and the individual aspirations linked to them. 
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